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REMARKS 

In the Examiner's Answer mailed September 24, 2007, the Examiner repeated the 
grounds of rejection from the Final Office Action. (Examiner's Answer, U 9). The Examiner 
further addressed a number of comments in response to arguments in Appellant's Appeal Brief. 
Appellants provide the following arguments in response to the Examiner's Answer: 



With respect to the Examiner's " Response to arguments (a) and (b) " set forth on page 7 
of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner asserts, without any evidence or explanation, that the 
alleged "conductive path" to which the Examiner refers is "disposed (embedded) within the 
circuit board (23)." As noted in Applicant's Appeal Brief, Akiba neither teaches nor suggests 
this. See, e.g., Akiba, column 18, lines 43-48 ("The matching termination resistor Rc 25 (25-1, 
25-2) is connected to the end of the parallel plate line (two lines for the rectangular shape) 
formed by the ground layer Gl 15 and the ground layer G3 21 to absorb the potential fluctuation 
(resonance) of the power layer VI 16 and the power layer V2 20.") (emphasis added). In other 
words, Akiba does not teach or suggest that the ground layer Gl 15 and the ground layer G3 21 
"are electrically interconnected by a conductive trace disposed within the circuit board"; instead, 
those layers are interconnected using a resistor Rc connected to the end of the circuit board 23. 



With respect to the Examiner's " Response to arguments (c) " set forth on pages 7-8 of 
the Examiner's Answer, it is noted that even if it was well known that the two circuit devices 
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(26, 28) are "capable of being operated at different levels" that does not teach or suggest the 
feature recited in claim 1 - that is, "wherein the second circuit operates at current levels 
substantially lower than the first circuit." 



Therefore, Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examiner has failed to provide a proper 
evidentiary basis for the rejections of the appealed claims. Reversal of the final rejections is 
respectfully requested. 
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